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SUMMARY

Ameritech has long supported billed party preference as the best

long-run solution for operator calls, so it regrets that the Commission

appears to have put billed party preference in abeyance again. How-

ever, Ameritech supports the Commission's determination to adopt

appropriate interim measures for consumer protection. In particular,

Ameritech supports the tentative conclusion that that the prices

charged by the three largest interexchange carriers should serve as the

benchmark for other carriers' operator ealls. Ameritech also supports

the conclusion that carriers whose charges exceed the benchmark

should be required to quote the price of such calls On the other hand,

carriers whose prices do not exceed the benchmark should not have to

meet any new requirements.
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___. J
COMMENTS OF AMERITECH

ON SECOND FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED
RULEMAKING

Ameritech1 hereby responds to the Commission's Second Further

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released June 6, 1996, on the subject of

alternatives to billed party preference. Ameritech has long supported

billed party preference as the best long-run solution to many of the

obstacles that have stood in the way of eustomer satisfaction in regard

to calling card, collect, and third-number calling, not only from pay

telephones and other public, transient-user locations, but also from

residence and business telephones Accordingly, Ameritech regrets the

1 Ameritech comprises Illinois Bell Telephone Company, Indiana Bell
Telephone Company, Incorporated, Michigan Bell Telephone Company, The
Ohio Bell Telephone Company, Wisconsin Bell, Inc., and various affiliates.
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Commission's apparent decision to defer further implementation of

billed party preference on account of its cost, Moreover, in connection

with the assumption stated in Paragraph 4 of the NPRM, that the

advent of local telephone number portability under Section 25l(b)(2)

may have beneficial secondary, spillover effects in reducing the costs of

billed party preference, Ameritech does not share the Commission's

optimism and believes that any such cost reduction would be minimal.2

Nevertheless, despite its overall support for billed party prefer-

ence, Ameritech has, in the recent aspects of the proceedings dealing

with this subject, made known to the Commission Ameritech's views as

to some appropriate interim measures that might be deployed to

achieve some of the salutary effects of billed party preference even

without incurring the substantial costs Ameritech also observes that

many of the tentative conclusions stated in the NPRM are largely

consistent with Ameritech's recommendations. Accordingly, Ameri-

2 Ameritech wishes to clarifY that the deployment of Local Number
Portability ("LNP") databases as required by the 1996 Act is not likely to
lessen the incremental cost of billed party preference. The LNP data base as
designed contains only information necessary to route the call to the termi
nating point. Billed party preference information would be located in a
LIDB-like database, not an LNP data base. Billed party preference is a
feature associated with the calling or originating party, while LNP queries
can occur at any office in the call path. While both LNP and BPP calls could
be "triggered" upon origination, significant development would be required.
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tech supports the NPRM's major conclusions, as discussed below in

more detail.

I. Price Disclosure Need Not Be Required on All "0" Calls.

In Paragraph 15 of the NPRM, the C~ommissionasks whether it

should mandate the quoting of prices on all operator calls from

aggregator locations, instead of confining that rule to calls where the

charges might exceed some specified benchmark Ameritech definitely

believes that there should be not be any mandatory, automatic price

disclosure for calls that come in under the benchmark. While the Com-

mission is correct to be mindful of the many complaints that are made

by end users in this area, it is also important that the remedies adopted

should not delay or hinder the many thousands of calls that each day

are made routinely without any grounds for complaint. Only where the

end user is likely to be surprised by the charges should there be any

rule requiring price disclosure.

II. The Rates of the Three Largest IXCs
Should Be the Benchmark.

In Paragraph 23 of the NPRM, the Commission tentatively

concludes that the prices charged by the three largest interexchange

carriers - presently AT&T, MCI, and Sprint, of course - should serve

·3-
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as the benchmark for other carriers' operator calls. Also, in Para

graph 24, the Commission asks "whether an additional price margin,

such as 15 percent, is reasonable and justifiable, "

Ameritech in the recent past has proposed a benchmark of 120

percent of the highest rate of the three biggest IXCs, which deviates

slightly from what the Commission has tentatively concluded. How

ever, the choice between the average or the maximum, or the use of an

additional margin, is relatively unimportant compared to the more

basic question of whether there should be benchmarking at all.

Ameritech submits that undoubtedly there should be such bench

marking, and that the three largest IXes are the best yardstick. This

is true not because those three largest carriers are more efficient, or

because they are less costly, or because they happen to feel a greater

empathy with consumers. Instead, it is true because each of those

carriers, besides providing operator services at aggregator locations,

also serves a vast base of non-aggregator (i,e, ordinary residence and

business) locations, The rates charged at those residence and business

telephones have been established in the heat of the intense rivalry of

the presubscription ballot campaigns and other competitive long

distance wars of the last decade. Those competitive non-aggregator

rates thus themselves serve as a something of a benchmark for the

- 4-
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same carriers' rates that apply at aggregator telephones. In other

words, a carrier like AT&T, MCI, or Sprint would have a hard time

explaining how its rate for an operator call from a hotel or pay tele-

phone could be five times the rate for the same operator call from a

home or office.

In contrast, the specialized carriers who only serve aggregators

have never been in a ballot campaign competing directly for the

presubscription choices of end users, so their charges have never had to

face the rigors of competition. Since those carriers thus have no

internal competitively-established benchmark against which their

aggregator rates can be compared, it is entirely appropriate, in the

interests of protecting consumers, to compare their aggregator rates to

the benchmark rates of AT&T, Mel, or Sprint, which long have had to

stand against competitive challenge.. This way the charges imposed at

aggregator locations, which currently are only imperfectly competitive,

can be made to emulate the charges that have become established in a

market where competiton is far more advanced. Accordingly, Ameri-

tech supports the Commission's tentative conclusion to use the three

largest IXCs as the benchmark for the rates charged by specialized

carriers at aggregator locations.
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III. The Consequence of Exceeding the Benchmark
Should Be Real-Time Price Disclosure.

In Paragraph 35 of the NPRM, the Commission tentatively

concludes, following the urgings of the Colorado Public Utilities Com-

mission, that calls exceeding the benchmark should be subject to direct

quoting of the actual price of the call to the consumer, although the

Commission also would allow the quoting of the price of some repre-

sentative or hypothetical call. Ameritech supports the Commission

insofar as it would require quoting the price of the actual call. Ameri-

tech also agrees with the rejection of the various other alternatives

proposed as consequences for exceeding the benchmark, such as mere

requirements to file cost-support papers with the Commission, or

vague and confusing warnings to the caJler that would not disclose

anything about the price of the actual call.
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It is not too much for the consumer to ask, in this age of high

technology, and especially when one is using a famously "smart" tele-

phone set, that the price for his or her call be quoted in advance. If the

carrier's rate structure is too complex to permit this to be done, the

answer is to simplify the rate structure, rather than deceive the

consumer. Accordingly Ameritech supports the Commission's proposal

in this regard.

Respectfully submitted,

ALAN N. BAKER

Attorney for Ameritech
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196
(847) 248-4876

July 17, 1996
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